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Preliminary study highlights

» Under historical conditions, optimal years tend to be drier, with soybean & corn dominating cultivated land use

* Under preliminary future scenarios, diversified expansion & rainfed management scenarios maintain net returns while minimally impacting water resources
 We want to hear from you! Scan QR code to provide feedback on trade-offs we should consider and objectives we should prioritize!

Q1: What land use & climatic conditions minimized trade-offs
between net returns & water resources historically?
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Approach

1. Using existing data
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